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DETAILED ACTION 

L This action is responsive to communications: amendment filed 6/7/2005, IDS filed 
6/8/2005. 

2. Claims 41-77 are pending in the case. Claims 41 and 67 are independent claims. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

3. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

This application currently names joint inventors. In considering patentability of the 
claims under 35 U.S.C. 103(a), the examiner presumes that the subject matter of the various 
claims was commonly owned at the time any inventions covered therein were made absent any 
evidence to the contrary. Applicant is advised of the obligation under 37 CFR 1.56 to point out 
the inventor and invention dates of each claim that was not commonly owned at the time a later 
invention was made in order for the examiner to consider the applicability of 35 U.S.C. 103(c) 
and potential 35 U.S.C. 102(e), (f) or (g) prior art under 35 U.S.C. 103(a). 

4. Claims 41-59, 64, and 65 are rejected under 35 U.S.C- 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Bray et al. (hereinafter "Bray"), US 6,529,905 Bl filed 1/11/2000 in view of Devanbu, 
US 6,681,371 Bl provisional filed 12/21/1998. 
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Regarding independent claim 41, Bray teaches dividing primary data of a document 
into two or more sections and storing each of the sections in a separate primary container, 
wherein each of the primary containers is part of a master document tree data structure stored in 
a file system accessible to a server in fig. 1, fig. 3, and col. 5 lines 4-31. Bray teaches 
transmitting a copy of at least part of the master document tree from the server to a first client 
operated by a first user and transmitting a copy of at least a part of the master document tree 
from the server to a second client operated by a second user in fig. 1, fig. 3, col. 4 lines 11-14, 
col 4 line 33 - col. 5 line 3, and col. 5 line 66 - col. 6 line 1 . Bray teaches receiving a first lock 
request from the first client, the first lock request identifying a first group of primary containers 
and wherein the first group of primary containers corresponds to a first part of the document in 
fig. 5-8 and col. 6 line 58 - col. 7 line 67. Bray teaches determining whether the first user may 
lock each of the primary containers in the first group of primary containers by at least ensuring 
that no primary container in the first group of primary containers is locked by a user other than 
the first user in fig. 5-8 and col. 6 line 58 - col. 7 line 67. Bray teaches if the first user may lock 
each of the primary containers in the first group of primary containers, then locking each of the 
primary containers in the first group of primary containers and identifying each of the primary 
containers in the first group of primary containers as being locked by the first user, transmitting a 
first confirm lock message to the first client, receiving a first post request from the first client, 
wherein the first post request includes one or more new modified primary containers storing a 
modified version of the first part of the document, and modifying the master document tree in 
accordance with the first post request in fig. 5-8, col. 4 line 53 - col. 5 line 3, and col. 6 line 58 - 
col. 7 line 67. Bray teaches if the first user may not lock each primary container in the first 
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group of primary containers, then transmitting a refused lock message to the first user in fig. 5-8 
and col. 6 line 58 - col. 7 line 67. 

Bray does not teach transmitting a first update message to the second client, wherein the 
first update message indicates that each primary container in the first group of primary containers 
has been locked or transmitting a second update message to the second client wherein the second 
update message includes the one or more new or modified primary containers storing the 
modified version of the first part of the document if the first user may lock each of the primary 
containers in the first group of primary containers. Bray does teach transmitting a message to a 
client which indicates that each primary container in a group of primary containers has been 
locked in fig. 5-8, col. 4 line 53 - col. 5 line 3, and col. 6 line 58 - col. 7 line 67. Bray also 
teaches transmitting a message to a client wherein the message includes one or more new or 
modified primary containers storing the modified version of a part of the document in col. 4 line 
53 - col. 5 line 3 and col. 6 lines 44-49. Devanbu teaches transmitting an update message with 
modified document content to other distributed client users when one of the users has updated a 
portion of the master document in the abstract, col. 3 line 61 - col. 4 line 6, and col. 4 line 63 - 
col. 5 line 25. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have modified Bray with the message teachings of Bray and Devanbu to have 
automatically notified other client users when locks were placed on primary containers and to 
have propagated newly modified primary containers to the other client users when a first client 
user locks and modifies a group of primary containers. It would have been obvious and desirable 
to have implemented these communications between the users to have maintained concurrency 
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between the plurality of client users as is taught by Devanbu in the abstract, col. 3 line 61 - col. 4 
line 6, and col. 4 line 63 - col. 5 line 25. 

Regarding dependent claim 42, Bray does not teach wherein the first update message 
also indicates that each primary container in the first group of primary containers has been 
locked by the first user. Bray does teach transmitting a message to a client which indicates that 
each primary container in a group of primary containers has been locked in fig. 5-8, col. 4 line 53 
- col. 5 line 3, and col. 6 line 58 - col. 7 line 67. Bray also teaches transmitting a message to a 
client wherein the message includes one or more new or modified primary containers storing the 
modified version of a part of the document in col. 4 line 53 - col. 5 line 3 and col. 6 lines 44-49. 
Devanbu teaches transmitting an update message with modified document content to other 
distributed client users when one of the users has updated a portion of the master document in 
the abstract, col. 3 line 61 - col. 4 line 6, and col. 4 line 63 - col. 5 line 25. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have modified Bray with the message teachings of Bray and Devanbu to have 
automatically notified other client users when locks were placed on primary containers and to 
have propagated newly modified primary containers to the other client users when a first client 
user locks and modifies a group of primary containers. It would have been obvious and desirable 
to have implemented these communications between the users to have maintained concurrency 
between the plurality of client users as is taught by Devanbu in the abstract, col. 3 line 61 - col. 4 
line 6, and col. 4 line 63 - col. 5 line 25. 

Regarding dependent claim 43, Bray does not teach wherein the second update message 
also indicates that the one or more new or modified primary containers storing the modified 
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version of the first part of the document have been posted by the first user. Bray does teach 
transmitting a message to a client which indicates that each primary container in a group of 
primary containers has been locked in fig. 5-8, col. 4 line 53 - col. 5 line 3, and col. 6 line 58 - 
col. 7 line 67. Bray also teaches transmitting a message to a client wherein the message includes 
one or more new or modified primary containers storing the modified version of a part of the 
document in col. 4 line 53 - col. 5 line 3 and col. 6 lines 44-49. Devanbu teaches transmitting an 
update message with modified document content to other distributed client users when one of the 
users has updated a portion of the master document in the abstract, col. 3 line 61 - col. 4 line 6, 
and col. 4 line 63 - col. 5 line 25. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have modified Bray with the message teachings of Bray and Devanbu to have 
automatically notified other client users when locks were placed on primary containers and to 
have propagated newly modified primary containers to the other client users when a first client 
user locks and modifies a group of primary containers. It would have been obvious and desirable 
to have implemented these communications between the users to have maintained concurrency 
between the plurality of client users as is taught by Devanbu in the abstract, col. 3 line 61 - col. 4 
line 6, and col. 4 line 63 - col. 5 line 25. 

Regarding dependent claim 44, Bray teaches receiving a second lock request from a 
second client, the second lock request identifying a second group of primary containers and 
wherein the second group of primary containers corresponds to a second part of the document in 
fig. 5-8 and col. 6 line 58 - col. 7 line 67. Bray teaches determining whether the second user 
may lock each of the primary containers in the second group of primary containers by at least 
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ensuring that no primary container in the second group of primary containers is locked by a user 
other than the second user in fig. 5-8 and col. 6 line 58 - col. 7 line 67. Bray teaches if the 
second user may lock each of the primary containers in the second group of primary containers, 
then locking each of the primary containers in the second group of primary containers and 
identifying each of the primary containers in the second group of primary containers as being 
locked by the second user, transmitting a second confirm lock message to the second client, 
receiving a second post request from the second client, wherein the second post request includes 
one or more new modified primary containers storing a modified version of the second part of 
the document, and modifying the master document tree in accordance with the second post 
request in fig. 5-8, col. 4 line 53 - col. 5 line 3, and col. 6 line 58 - col. 7 line 67. Bray teaches if 
the second user may not lock each primary container in the second group of primary containers, 
then transmitting a refused lock message to the second user in fig. 5-8 and col. 6 line 58 - col. 7 
line 67. 

Bray does not teach transmitting a third update message to the first client, wherein the 
third update message indicates that each primary container in the second group of primary 
containers has been locked or transmitting a fourth update message to the first client wherein the 
second update message includes the one or more new or modified primary containers storing the 
modified version of the second part of the document if the second user may lock each of the 
primary containers in the second group of primary containers. Bray does teach transmitting a 
message to a client which indicates that each primary container in a group of primary containers 
has been locked in fig. 5-8, col. 4 line 53 - col 5 line 3, and col. 6 line 58 - col. 7 line 67. Bray 
also teaches transmitting a message to a client wherein the message includes one or more new or 
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modified primary containers storing the modified version of a part of the document in col. 4 line 
53 - col. 5 line 3 and col. 6 lines 44-49. Devanbu teaches transmitting an update message with 
modified document content to other distributed client users when one of the users has updated a 
portion of the master document in the abstract, col. 3 line 61 - col. 4 line 6, and col 4 line 63 - 
col. 5 line 25. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have modified Bray with the message teachings of Bray and Devanbu to have 
automatically notified other client users when locks were placed on primary containers and to 
have propagated newly modified primary containers to the other client users when a first client 
user locks and modifies a group of primary containers. It would have been obvious and desirable 
to have implemented these communications between the users to have maintained concurrency 
between the plurality of client users as is taught by Devanbu in the abstract, col. 3 line 61 - col. 4 
line 6, and col. 4 line 63 - col 5 line 25. 

Regarding dependent claim 45, Bray does not teach wherein the third update message 
also indicates that each primary container in the second group of primary containers has been 
locked by the second user. Bray does teach transmitting a message to a client which indicates 
that each primary container in a group of primary containers has been locked in fig. 5-8, col. 4 
line 53 - col. 5 line 3, and col. 6 line 58 - col 7 line 67. Bray also teaches transmitting a 
message to a client wherein the message includes one or more new or modified primary 
containers storing the modified version of a part of the document in col. 4 line 53 - col. 5 line 3 
and col. 6 lines 44-49. Devanbu teaches transmitting an update message with modified 
document content to other distributed client users when one of the users has updated a portion of 
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the master document in the abstract, col. 3 line 61 - col. 4 line 6, and col 4 line 63 - col 5 line 
25. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have modified Bray with the message teachings of Bray and Devanbu to have 
automatically notified other client users when locks were placed on primary containers and to 
have propagated newly modified primary containers to the other client users when a first client 
user locks and modifies a group of primary containers. It would have been obvious and desirable 
to have implemented these communications between the users to have maintained concurrency 
between the plurality of client users as is taught by Devanbu in the abstract, col. 3 line 61 - col. 4 
line 6, and col. 4 line 63 - col. 5 line 25. 

Regarding dependent claim 46, Bray does not teach wherein the fourth update message 
also indicates that the one or more new or modified primary containers storing the modified 
version of the second part of the document have been posted by the second user. Bray does 
teach transmitting a message to a client which indicates that each primary container in a group of 
primary containers has been locked in fig. 5-8, col. 4 line 53 - col. 5 line 3, and col. 6 line 58 - 
col. 7 line 67. Bray also teaches transmitting a message to a client wherein the message includes 
one or more new or modified primary containers storing the modified version of a part of the 
document in col 4 line 53 - col. 5 line 3 and col. 6 lines 44-49. Devanbu teaches transmitting an 
update message with modified document content to other distributed client users when one of the 
users has updated a portion of the master document in the abstract, col. 3 line 61 - col. 4 line 6, 
and col. 4 line 63 - col. 5 line 25. 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have modified Bray with the message teachings of Bray and Devanbu to have 
automatically notified other client users when locks were placed on primary containers and to 
have propagated newly modified primary containers to the other client users when a first client 
user locks and modifies a group of primary containers. It would have been obvious and desirable 
to have implemented these communications between the users to have maintained concurrency 
between the plurality of client users as is taught by Devanbu in the abstract, col. 3 line 61 - col. 4 
line 6, and col. 4 line 63 - col. 5 line 25. 

Regarding dependent claim 47, Bray teaches unlocking at least some of the new or 
modified primary containers in fig. 5-8, col. 4 line 53 - col. 5 line 3, and col. 6 line 58 - col. 7 
line 67. 

Regarding dependent claim 48, Bray teaches receiving a second lock request from a 
second client, the second lock request identifying a second group of primary containers and 
wherein the second group of primary containers corresponds to a second part of the document in 
fig. 5-8 and col. 6 line 58 - col. 7 line 67. Bray teaches determining whether the second user 
may lock each of the primary containers in the second group of primary containers by at least 
ensuring that no primary container in the second group of primary containers is locked by a user 
other than the second user in fig. 5-8 and col. 6 line 58 - col. 7 line 67. Bray teaches if the 
second user may lock each of the primary containers in the second group of primary containers, 
then locking each of the primary containers in the second group of primary containers and 
identifying each of the primary containers in the second group of primary containers as being 
locked by the second user, transmitting a second confirm lock message to the second client, 
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receiving a second post request from the second client, wherein the second post request includes 
one or more new modified primary containers storing a modified version of the second part of 
the document, and modifying the master document tree in accordance with the second post 
request in fig. 5-8, col. 4 line 53 - col. 5 line 3, and col 6 line 58 - col. 7 line 67. Bray teaches if 
the second user may not lock each primary container in the second group of primary containers, 
then transmitting a refused lock message to the second user in fig. 5-8 and col. 6 line 58 - col. 7 
line 67. 

Bray does not teach transmitting a third update message to the first client, wherein the 
third update message indicates that each primary container in the second group of primary 
containers has been locked or transmitting a fourth update message to the first client wherein the 
second update message includes the one or more new or modified primary containers storing the 
modified version of the second part of the document if the second user may lock each of the 
primary containers in the second group of primary containers. Bray does teach transmitting a 
message to a client which indicates that each primary container in a group of primary containers 
has been locked in fig. 5-8, col. 4 line 53 - col. 5 line 3, and col. 6 line 58 - col. 7 line 67. Bray 
also teaches transmitting a message to a client wherein the message includes one or more new or 
modified primary containers storing the modified version of a part of the document in col. 4 line 
53 - col 5 line 3 and col. 6 lines 44-49. Devanbu teaches transmitting an update message with 
modified document content to other distributed client users when one of the users has updated a 
portion of the master document in the abstract, col. 3 line 61 - col. 4 line 6, and col. 4 line 63 - 
col. 5 line 25. 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have modified Bray with the message teachings of Bray and Devanbu to have 
automatically notified other client users when locks were placed on primary containers and to 
have propagated newly modified primary containers to the other client users when a first client 
user locks and modifies a group of primary containers. It would have been obvious and desirable 
to have implemented these communications between the users to have maintained concurrency 
between the plurality of client users as is taught by Devanbu in the abstract, col. 3 line 61 - col. 4 

line 6, and col. 4 line 63 - col. 5 line 25. 

Regarding dependent claim 49, Bray does not teach wherein the third update message 
also indicates that each primary container in the second group of primary containers has been 
locked by the second user. Bray does teach transmitting a message to a client which indicates 
that each primary container in a group of primary containers has been locked in fig. 5-8, col. 4 
line 53 - col. 5 line 3, and col. 6 line 58 - col. 7 line 67. Bray also teaches transmitting a 
message to a client wherein the message includes one or more new or modified primary 
containers storing the modified version of a part of the document in col. 4 line 53 - col. 5 line 3 
and col. 6 lines 44-49. Devanbu teaches transmitting an update message with modified 
document content to other distributed client users when one of the users has updated a portion of 
the master document in the abstract, col. 3 line 61 - col. 4 line 6, and col. 4 line 63 - col. 5 line 
25. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have modified Bray with the message teachings of Bray and Devanbu to have 
automatically notified other client users when locks were placed on primary containers and to 
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have propagated newly modified primary containers to the other client users when a first client 
user locks and modifies a group of primary containers. It would have been obvious and desirable 
to have implemented these communications between the users to have maintained concurrency 
between the plurality of client users as is taught by Devanbu in the abstract, col. 3 line 61 - col. 4 
line 6, and col. 4 line 63 - col. 5 line 25. 

Regarding dependent claim 50, Bray does not teach wherein the fourth update message 
also indicates that the one or more new or modified primary containers storing the modified 
version of the second part of the document have been posted by the second user. Bray does 
teach transmitting a message to a client which indicates that each primary container in a group of 
primary containers has been locked in fig. 5-8, col. 4 line 53 - col. 5 line 3, and col. 6 line 58 - 
col. 7 line 67. Bray also teaches transmitting a message to a client wherein the message includes 
one or more new or modified primary containers storing the modified version of a part of the 
document in col. 4 line 53 - col. 5 line 3 and col. 6 lines 44-49. Devanbu teaches transmitting an 
update message with modified document content to other distributed client users when one of the 
users has updated a portion of the master document in the abstract, col. 3 line 61 - col. 4 line 6, 
and col. 4 line 63 - col. 5 line 25. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have modified Bray with the message teachings of Bray and Devanbu to have 
automatically notified other client users when locks were placed on primary containers and to 
have propagated newly modified primary containers to the other client users when a first client 
user locks and modifies a group of primary containers. It would have been obvious and desirable 
to have implemented these communications between the users to have maintained concurrency 
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between the plurality of client users as is taught by Devanbu in the abstract, col. 3 line 61 - col. 4 
line 6, and col. 4 line 63 - col. 5 line 25. 

Regarding dependent claim 51, Bray teaches wherein each corresponds to one of a 
character, a word, a sentence, and a paragraph in fig. 3 and col. 5 lines 4-31. 

Regarding dependent claim 52, Bray teaches wherein each section of the corresponds to 
one of a group of paragraphs, and a chapter in fig. 3 and col. 5 lines 4-3 1 . 

Regarding dependent claim 53, Bray teaches wherein each separate primary container 
is a sibling container and wherein storing each section in a separate primary container including 
storing each section in a sibling container, linking each of the sibling containers to form the 
sibling containers in a linked list corresponding to the order of the sections of the document, 
recording a link to the head container in the parent container, and recording a link to the tail 
container in the parent container in fig. 3 and col. 5 lines 4-3 1 . 

Regarding dependent claim 54, Bray teaches wherein each of the sibling containers 
includes an article containing the text of the section corresponding to the sibling container in fig. 
3 and col. 5 lines 4-3 1 . 

Regarding dependent claim 55, Bray teaches wherein each separate primary container 
is a sibling container and wherein storing each section in a separate primary container including 
storing each section in a sibling container, linking each of the sibling containers to form the 
sibling containers in a doubly linked list corresponding to the order of the sections of the 
document, recording a link to the head container in the parent container, and recording a link to 
the tail container in the parent container in fig. 3 and col. 5 lines 4-31. 
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Regarding dependent claim 56, Bray teaches wherein each of the sibling containers 
includes an article containing the text of the section corresponding to the sibling container in fig. 
3 and col. 5 lines 4-3 1 . 

Regarding dependent claim 57, Bray teaches wherein the secondary data type is 
different from the primary data type and wherein the embedded data is stored in a sub-tree 
headed by the sibling container corresponding to the one section in fig. 3 and col. 5 lines 4-31. 

Regarding dependent claim 58, Bray teaches wherein the one section also includes data 
of the primary data type and wherein the data of the primary data type is stored in the sibling 
container corresponding to the one section in fig. 3 and col. 5 lines 4-3 1 . 

Regarding dependent claim 59, Bray teaches wherein the one section contains no data 
other than the embedded data in fig. 3 and col. 5 lines 4-31. 

Regarding dependent claim 64, Bray teaches wherein the document tree is part of a 
container tree data structure and wherein the container tree data structure includes other 
document trees corresponding to other documents in fig. 3 and col. 5 lines 4-31. 

Regarding dependent claim 65, Bray teaches wherein the container tree data structure 
has a root node and wherein each of the document trees has a parent node linked to the root node 
in fig. 3 and col. 5 lines 4-3 1 . 

5. Claims 60-63 and 67-77 are rejected under 35 U.S.C 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Bray et ah (hereinafter "Bray"), US 6,529,905 Bl filed 1/11/2000 in view of Devanbu, 
US 6,681,371 Bl provisional filed 12/21/1998 and Barlow et al. (hereinafter "Barlow"), US 
6,275,935 Bl filed 4/17/1998. 
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Regarding dependent elaim 60, Bray teaches receiving a second lock request from a 
second client, the second lock request identifying a second group of primary containers and 
wherein the second group of primary containers corresponds to a second part of the document in 
fig. 5-8 and col 6 line 58 - col. 7 line 67. Bray teaches determining whether the second user 
may lock each of the primary containers in the second group of primary containers by at least 
ensuring that no primary container in the second group of primary containers is locked by a user 
other than the second user in fig. 5-8 and col. 6 line 58 - col. 7 line 67. Bray teaches if the 
second user may lock each of the primary containers in the second group of primary containers, 
then locking each of the primary containers in the second group of primary containers and 
identifying each of the primary containers in the second group of primary containers as being 
locked by the second user, transmitting a second confirm lock message to the second client, 
receiving a second post request from the second client, wherein the second post request includes 
one or more new modified primary containers storing a modified version of the second part of 
the document, and modifying the master document tree in accordance with the second post 
request in fig. 5-8, col. 4 line 53 - col. 5 line 3, and col. 6 line 58 - col. 7 line 67. Bray teaches if 
the second user may not lock each primary container in the second group of primary containers, 
then transmitting a refused lock message to the second user in fig. 5-8 and col. 6 line 58 - col. 7 
line 67. 

Bray does not teach transmitting a third update message to the first client, wherein the 
third update message indicates that each primary container in the second group of primary 
containers has been locked or transmitting a fourth update message to the first client wherein the 
second update message includes the one or more new or modified primary containers storing the 
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modified version of the second part of the document if the second user may lock each of the 
primary containers in the second group of primary containers. Bray does teach transmitting a 
message to a client which indicates that each primary container in a group of primary containers 
has been locked in fig. 5-8, col. 4 line 53 - col. 5 line 3, and col. 6 line 58 - col. 7 line 67. Bray 
also teaches transmitting a message to a client wherein the message includes one or more new or 
modified primary containers storing the modified version of a part of the document in col. 4 line 
53 - col. 5 line 3 and col. 6 lines 44-49. Devanbu teaches transmitting an update message with 
modified document content to other distributed client users when one of the users has updated a 
portion of the master document in the abstract, col. 3 line 61 - col. 4 line 6, and col. 4 line 63 - 
col. 5 line 25. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have modified Bray with the message teachings of Bray and Devanbu to have 
automatically notified other client users when locks were placed on primary containers and to 
have propagated newly modified primary containers to the other client users when a first client 
user locks and modifies a group of primary containers. It would have been obvious and desirable 
to have implemented these communications between the users to have maintained concurrency 
between the plurality of client users as is taught by Devanbu in the abstract, col. 3 line 61 - col, 4 
line 6, and col. 4 line 63 - col. 5 line 25. 

Bray does not teach storing summary information in the parent container. Barlow does 
teach storing summary information in a parent container in fig. 12-14 and col. 20 lines 10-65. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
have combined the teachings of Bray, Devanbu, and Barlow to have created the claimed 
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invention. It would have been obvious and desirable to have used the summary information for 
interactive object containers as is taught by Barlow so that a user could have quickly ascertained 
the contents of each container via the corresponding summary as taught by Barlow in col. 20 
lines 33-53. Modified in this way, Bray would have been able to have informed client users 
what containers were locked or unlocked by describing the container details with transmitted 
container summaries. 

Regarding dependent claim 61, Bray teaches modifying a version of the parent 
container in col. 5 line 62 - col. 6 line 4 and col. 7 lines 51-67. Bray does not teach storing and 
modifying summary information in the parent container. Barlow does teach storing and 
modifying summary information in a parent container in fig. 12-14 and col. 20 lines 10-65. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
have combined the teachings of Bray, Devanbu, and Barlow to have created the claimed 
invention. It would have been obvious and desirable to have used the summary information for 
interactive object containers as is taught by Barlow so that a user could have quickly ascertained 
the contents of each container via the corresponding summary as taught by Barlow in col. 20 
lines 33-53. Modified in this way, Bray would have been able to have informed client users 
what containers were locked or unlocked by describing the container details with transmitted 
container summaries. 

Regarding dependent claim 62, Bray does not teach wherein the third update message 
also indicates that each primary container in the second group of primary containers has been 
locked by the second user. Bray does teach transmitting a message to a client which indicates 
that each primary container in a group of primary containers has been locked in fig. 5-8, col. 4 
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line 53 - col. 5 line 3, and col. 6 line 58 - col. 7 line 67. Bray also teaches transmitting a 
message to a client wherein the message includes one or more new or modified primary 
containers storing the modified version of a part of the document in col. 4 line 53 - col. 5 line 3 
and col. 6 lines 44-49. Devanbu teaches transmitting an update message with modified 
document content to other distributed client users when one of the users has updated a portion of 
the master document in the abstract, col. 3 line 61 - col. 4 line 6, and col. 4 line 63 - col. 5 line 
25. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have modified Bray with the message teachings of Bray and Devanbu to have 
automatically notified other client users when locks were placed on primary containers and to 
have propagated newly modified primary containers to the other client users when a first client 
user locks and modifies a group of primary containers. It would have been obvious and desirable 
to have implemented these communications between the users to have maintained concurrency 
between the plurality of client users as is taught by Devanbu in the abstract, col. 3 line 61 - col. 4 
line 6, and col. 4 line 63 - col. 5 line 25. 

Regarding dependent claim 63, Bray does not teach wherein the fourth update message 
also indicates that the one or more new or modified primary containers storing the modified 
version of the second part of the document have been posted by the second user. Bray does 
teach transmitting a message to a client which indicates that each primary container in a group of 
primary containers has been locked in fig. 5-8, col. 4 line 53 - col. 5 line 3, and col. 6 line 58 - 
col. 7 line 67. Bray also teaches transmitting a message to a client wherein the message includes 
one or more new or modified primary containers storing the modified version of a part of the 
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document in col. 4 line 53 - col. 5 line 3 and col. 6 lines 44-49. Devanbu teaches transmitting an 
update message with modified document content to other distributed client users when one of the 
users has updated a portion of the master document in the abstract, col. 3 line 61 - col. 4 line 6, 
and col. 4 line 63 - col. 5 line 25. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have modified Bray with the message teachings of Bray and Devanbu to have 
automatically notified other client users when locks were placed on primary containers and to 
have propagated newly modified primary containers to the other client users when a first client 
user locks and modifies a group of primary containers. It would have been obvious and desirable 
to have implemented these communications between the users to have maintained concurrency 
between the plurality of client users as is taught by Devanbu in the abstract, col. 3 line 61 - col. 4 
line 6, and col. 4 line 63 - col. 5 line 25. 

6. Claim 67 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bray et al. 
(hereinafter "Bray"), US 6,529,905 Bl filed 1/11/2000 in view of Barlow et al. (hereinafter 
"Barlow"), US 6,275,935 Bl filed 4/17/1998. 

Regarding independent claim 67, Bray teaches dividing primary data of a document 
into two or more sections and storing each of the sections in a separate primary container, 
wherein each of the primary containers is part of a master document tree data structure stored in 
a file system accessible to a server in fig. 1 , fig. 3, and col. 5 lines 4-3 1 . Bray teaches 
transmitting a copy of at least part of the master document tree from the server to a first client 
operated by a first user and transmitting a copy of at least a part of the master document tree 
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from the server to a second client operated by a second user in fig. 1, fig. 3, col. 4 lines 11-14, 
col. 4 line 33 - col. 5 line 3, and col. 5 line 66 - col. 6 line 1. Bray teaches receiving a first lock 
request from the first client, the first lock request identifying a first group of primary containers 
and wherein the first group of primary containers corresponds to a first part of the document in 
fig. 5-8 and col. 6 line 58 - col. 7 line 67. Bray teaches ensuring that the first user may lock the 
primary containers in the first group of primary containers by at least ensuring that none of the 
primary containers in the first group of primary containers is locked by a user other than the first 
user and locking each of the primary containers in the first group of primary containers and 
identifying each of the primary containers in the first group of primary containers as being 
locked by the first user in fig. 1, fig. 3, fig. 5, fig. 6, col. 4 line 53 - col. 5 line 3, and col. 6 line 
58 - col. 7 line 67. Bray teaches receiving a second lock request from the second client, the 
second lock request identifying the parent container in fig. 5-8 and col. 6 line 58 - col. 7 line 67. 
Bray teaches ensuring that the second user may lock the parent container by at least ensuring that 
the parent container is not locked by a user other than the second user and locking the parent 
container and identifying the parent container as being locked by the second user in fig. 1, fig. 3, 
fig. 5, fig. 6, col. 4 line 53 - col. 5 line 3, and col. 6 line 58 - col. 7 line 67. 

Bray does not teach storing summary information in the parent container. Barlow does 
teach storing summary information in a parent container in fig. 12-14 and col. 20 lines 10-65. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
have combined the teachings of Bray and Barlow to have created the claimed invention. It 
would have been obvious and desirable to have used the summary information for interactive 
object containers as is taught by Barlow so that a user could have quickly ascertained the 
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contents of each container via the corresponding summary as taught by Barlow in col. 20 lines 
33-53. Modified in this way, Bray would have been able to have informed client users what 
containers were locked or unlocked by describing the container details with transmitted container 
summaries. 

7. Claims 68-77 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bray et 
al. (hereinafter "Bray"), US 6,529,905 Bl filed 1/11/2000 in view Barlow et al. (hereinafter 
"Barlow"), US 6,275,935 Bl filed 4/17/1998 and of Devanbu, US 6,681,371 Bl provisional 
filed 12/21/1998. 

Regarding dependent claim 68, Bray teaches determining whether the second user may 
lock the parent container in fig. 5-8 and col. 6 line 58 - col. 7 line 67. Bray teaches if the second 
user may lock the parent container, then locking the parent container and identifying the parent 
container as being locked by the second user, transmitting a first confirm lock message to the 
second client, receiving a first post request from the second client, wherein the first post request 
includes a modified version of the parent container, and modifying the master document tree in 
accordance with the first post request in fig. 5-8, col. 4 line 53 - col. 5 line 3, and col. 6 line 58 - 
col. 7 line 67. 

Bray does not teach transmitting a first update message to the first client, wherein the first 
update message indicates parent container has been locked or transmitting a second update 
message to the first client wherein the second update message includes the modified parent 
container if the first user may lock each of the primary containers in the parent container. Bray 
does teach transmitting a message to a client which indicates that each primary container in a 
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group of primary containers has been locked in fig. 5-8, col. 4 line 53 - col. 5 line 3, and col. 6 
line 58 - col. 7 line 67. Bray also teaches transmitting a message to a client wherein the message 
includes one or more new or modified primary containers storing the modified version of a part 
of the document in col. 4 line 53 - col. 5 line 3 and col. 6 lines 44-49. Devanbu teaches 
transmitting an update message with modified document content to other distributed client users 
when one of the users has updated a portion of the master document in the abstract, col. 3 line 61 
- col. 4 line 6, and col. 4 line 63 - col. 5 line 25. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have modified Bray with the message teachings of Bray and Devanbu to have 
automatically notified other client users when locks were placed on primary containers and to 
have propagated newly modified primary containers to the other client users when a first client 
user locks and modifies a group of primary containers. It would have been obvious and desirable 
to have implemented these communications between the users to have maintained concurrency 
between the plurality of client users as is taught by Devanbu in the abstract, col. 3 line 61 - col. 4 
line 6, and col. 4 line 63 - col. 5 line 25. 

Regarding dependent claim 69, Bray teaches modifying a version of the parent 
container in col. 5 line 62 - col. 6 line 4 and col. 7 lines 51-67. Bray does not teach storing and 
modifying summary information in the parent container. Barlow does teach storing and 
modifying summary information in a parent container in fig. 12-14 and col. 20 lines 10-65. It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to 
have combined the teachings of Bray, Barlow, and Devanbu to have created the claimed 
invention. It would have been obvious and desirable to have used the summary information for 
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interactive object containers as is taught by Barlow so that a user could have quickly ascertained 
the contents of each container via the corresponding summary as taught by Barlow in col. 20 
lines 33-53. Modified in this way, Bray would have been able to have informed client users 
what containers were locked or unlocked by describing the container details with transmitted 
container summaries. 

Regarding dependent claim 70, Bray does not teach wherein the first update message 
also indicates that parent container has been locked by the first user. Bray does teach 
transmitting a message to a client which indicates that each primary container in a group of 
primary containers has been locked in fig. 5-8, col. 4 line 53 - col. 5 line 3, and col. 6 line 58 - 
col. 7 line 67. Bray also teaches transmitting a message to a client wherein the message includes 
one or more new or modified primary containers storing the modified version of a part of the 
document in col. 4 line 53 - col. 5 line 3 and col. 6 lines 44-49. Devanbu teaches transmitting an 
update message with modified document content to other distributed client users when one of the 
users has updated a portion of the master document in the abstract, col. 3 line 61 - col. 4 line 6, 
and col 4 line 63 - col. 5 line 25. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have modified Bray with the message teachings of Bray and Devanbu to have 
automatically notified other client users when locks were placed on primary containers and to 
have propagated newly modified primary containers to the other client users when a first client 
user locks and modifies a group of primary containers. It would have been obvious and desirable 
to have implemented these communications between the users to have maintained concurrency 
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between the plurality of client users as is taught by Devanbu in the abstract, col. 3 line 61 - col. 4 
line 6, and col. 4 line 63 - col. 5 line 25. 

Regarding dependent claim 71, Bray does not teach wherein the second update message 
also indicates that the modified parent container has been posted by the second user. Bray does 
teach transmitting a message to a client which indicates that each primary container in a group of 
primary containers has been locked in fig. 5-8, col. 4 line 53 - col. 5 line 3, and col. 6 line 58 - 
col. 7 line 67. Bray also teaches transmitting a message to a client wherein the message includes 
one or more new or modified primary containers storing the modified version of a part of the 
document in col. 4 line 53 - col. 5 line 3 and col. 6 lines 44-49. Devanbu teaches transmitting an 
update message with modified document content to other distributed client users when one of the 
users has updated a portion of the master document in the abstract, col. 3 line 6 1 - col. 4 line 6, 
and col. 4 line 63 - col. 5 line 25. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have modified Bray with the message teachings of Bray and Devanbu to have 
automatically notified other client users when locks were placed on primary containers and to 
have propagated newly modified primary containers to the other client users when a first client 
user locks and modifies a group of primary containers. It would have been obvious and desirable 
to have implemented these communications between the users to have maintained concurrency 
between the plurality of client users as is taught by Devanbu in the abstract, col. 3 line 61 - col. 4 
line 6, and col. 4 line 63 - col. 5 line 25. 

Regarding dependent claim 72, Bray teaches determining whether the first user may 
lock each of the primary containers in the first group of primary containers by at least ensuring 
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that no primary container in the first group of primary containers is locked by a user other than 
the first user in fig. 5-8 and col. 6 line 58 - col. 7 line 67. Bray teaches if the first user may lock 
each of the primary containers in the first group of primary containers, then locking each of the 
primary containers in the first group of primary containers and identifying each of the primary 
containers in the first group of primary containers as being locked by the first user, transmitting a 
first confirm lock message to the first client, receiving a first post request from the first client, 
wherein the first post request includes one or more new modified primary containers storing a 
modified version of the first part of the document, and modifying the master document tree in 
accordance with the first post request in fig. 5-8, col. 4 line 53 - col. 5 line 3, and col. 6 line 58 - 
col. 7 line 67. Bray teaches if the first user may not lock each primary container in the first 
group of primary containers, then transmitting a refused lock message to the first user in fig. 5-8 
and col. 6 line 58 - col. 7 line 67. 

Bray does not teach transmitting a first update message to the second client, wherein the 
first update message indicates that each primary container in the first group of primary containers 
has been locked or transmitting a second update message to the second client wherein the second 
update message includes the one or more new or modified primary containers storing the 
modified version of the first part of the document if the first user may lock each of the primary 
containers in the first group of primary containers. Bray does teach transmitting a message to a 
client which indicates that each primary container in a group of primary containers has been 
locked in fig. 5-8, col. 4 line 53 - col. 5 line 3, and col. 6 line 58 - col. 7 line 67. Bray also 
teaches transmitting a message to a client wherein the message includes one or more new or 
modified primary containers storing the modified version of a part of the document in col. 4 line 
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53 - col. 5 line 3 and col. 6 lines 44-49. Devanbu teaches transmitting an update message with 
modified document content to other distributed client users when one of the users has updated a 
portion of the master document in the abstract, col. 3 line 61 - col. 4 line 6, and col. 4 line 63 - 
col. 5 line 25. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have modified Bray with the message teachings of Bray and Devanbu to have 
automatically notified other client users when locks were placed on primary containers and to 
have propagated newly modified primary containers to the other client users when a first client 
user locks and modifies a group of primary containers. It would have been obvious and desirable 
to have implemented these communications between the users to have maintained concurrency 
between the plurality of client users as is taught by Devanbu in the abstract, col. 3 line 61 - col. 4 

line 6, and col. 4 line 63 - col. 5 line 25. 

Regarding dependent claim 73, Bray does not teach wherein the first update message 
also indicates that each primary container in the first group of primary containers has been 
locked by the first user. Bray does teach transmitting a message to a client which indicates that 
each primary container in a group of primary containers has been locked in fig. 5-8, col. 4 line 53 
- col. 5 line 3, and col. 6 line 58 - col. 7 line 67. Bray also teaches transmitting a message to a 
client wherein the message includes one or more new or modified primary containers storing the 
modified version of a part of the document in col. 4 line 53 - col. 5 line 3 and col. 6 lines 44-49. 
Devanbu teaches transmitting an update message with modified document content to other 
distributed client users when one of the users has updated a portion of the master document in 
the abstract, col. 3 line 61 - col. 4 line 6, and col. 4 line 63 - col. 5 line 25. 
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It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have modified Bray with the message teachings of Bray and Devanbu to have 
automatically notified other client users when locks were placed on primary containers and to 
have propagated newly modified primary containers to the other client users when a first client 
user locks and modifies a group of primary containers. It would have been obvious and desirable 
to have implemented these communications between the users to have maintained concurrency 
between the plurality of client users as is taught by Devanbu in the abstract, col. 3 line 61 - col. 4 
line 6, and col. 4 line 63 - col. 5 line 25. 

Regarding dependent claim 74, Bray does not teach wherein the second update message 
also indicates that the one or more new or modified primary containers storing the modified 
version of the first part of the document have been posted by the first user. Bray does teach 
transmitting a message to a client which indicates that each primary container in a group of 
primary containers has been locked in fig. 5-8, col. 4 line 53 - col. 5 line 3, and col. 6 line 58 - 
col. 7 line 67. Bray also teaches transmitting a message to a client wherein the message includes 
one or more new or modified primary containers storing the modified version of a part of the 
document in col. 4 line 53 - col. 5 line 3 and col. 6 lines 44-49. Devanbu teaches transmitting an 
update message with modified document content to other distributed client users when one of the 
users has updated a portion of the master document in the abstract, col. 3 line 61 - col. 4 line 6, 
and col. 4 line 63 - col. 5 line 25. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have modified Bray with the message teachings of Bray and Devanbu to have 
automatically notified other client users when locks were placed on primary containers and to 
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have propagated newly modified primary containers to the other client users when a first client 
user locks and modifies a group of primary containers. It would have been obvious and desirable 
to have implemented these communications between the users to have maintained concurrency 
between the plurality of client users as is taught by Devanbu in the abstract, col. 3 line 61 - col. 4 
line 6, and col. 4 line 63 - col. 5 line 25. 

Regarding dependent claim 75, Bray teaches wherein at least one of the primary 
containers stores change tracking information in col. 7 lines 51-67. 

Regarding dependent claim 76, Bray teaches wherein the document also includes 
formatting information, and wherein the formatting information is stored in the parent container 
and wherein the modified version of the parent container includes modified formatting 
information in col. 5 lines 4-3 1 . 

Regarding dependent claim 77, Bray teaches wherein the formatting information 
includes change tracking information in col. 7 lines 51-67. 

8. Claim 66 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Bray et al. 
(hereinafter "Bray"), US 6,529,905 Bl filed 1/11/2000 in view of Devanbu, US 6,681,371 Bl 
provisional filed 12/21/1998 and Madduri, US 5,526,524 filed 12/23/1993. 

Regarding dependent claim 66, Bray teaches assigning each user a unique user handle 
in fig. 3 and col. 4 line 53 - col. 5 line 3. Bray does not teach recording a user's privilege level 
to access a section of the document by storing the user's handle in the associated container 
together with any restrictions on the user's permission to access the section or wherein in 
determining that the first user can lock each of the primary containers in the first group of 
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primary containers also includes ensuring that the first user's privilege level allows the first user 
to lock each of the primary containers in the first group of primary containers. Madduri does 
teach recording a user's privilege level to access a section of the document by storing the user's 
handle in the associated container together with any restrictions on the user's permission to 
access the section and ensuring that the first user's privilege level allows the first user to lock 
each of the primary containers in the first group of primary containers in col. 4 lines 5-12. 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention 
was made to have combined the teachings of Bray, Devanbu and Madduri to have created the 
claimed invention. It would have been obvious and desirable to have used the access control as 
taught by Madduri in col. 4 lines 5-12 to have only enabled authorized users to have modified the 
containers of Bray. This would have maintained a semblance of order as is the motivation for 
implemented access control as described in col. 4 lines 5-7 of Madduri. 

Response to Arguments 
9. Applicant's arguments filed 6/7/2005 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. Regarding Applicant's arguments in pages 14-16 that Bray and Brown do not teach 
the transmission of any part of the hierarchical tree from a server to a client operated by a user as 
described in independent claim 41, the Examiner respectfully disagrees. Bray teaches in col. 3 
line 66 - col. 4 line 18 that the structured authoring system may include multiple servers and 
distributed remote clients. Thus, Bray does teach the transmission of any part of the hierarchical 
tree from a server to a client operated by a user. Regarding Applicant's argument that Bray and 
Brown do not teach describe transmitting a first update message or a second update message, the 
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Examiner believes Bray does teach transmitting notification messages and updates to the other 
users, but does not teach doing some automatically as a result of modifying the document data. 
The Examiner believes this teaching is found in Devanbu in the abstract, col. 3 line 61 - col 4 
line 6, and col. 4 line 63 - col. 5 line 25. The Examiner believes that in combination, Bray and 
Devanbu teach or suggest all the limitations of independent claim 41. 

Regarding Applicant's arguments that Bray has a hierarchical tree, but does not allow 
different users to simultaneously edit two containers in the same branch of document tree, the 
Examiner respectfully disagrees. Bray teaches in col. 7 lines 20-45 that an edit lock will be 
denied if a parent or child of the node has a lock of any kind on it. Bray only teaches that a 
branch is locked if a delete lock is placed on the whole branch. See Bray in col. 7 lines 33-40. 
Bray teaches that there are no restrictions on subtrees below the child of the locked node in col. 7 
lines 45-50. The Examiner believes Barlow teaches incorporating summary information into an 
interactive lockable object. The Examiner believes the combination of Bray, Devanbu, and 
Barlow teach in combination the limitations of independent claim 67. 

Regarding Applicant's request for a republishing of pregrant publication 
2002/0065848A1, the Examiner directs Applicant to MPEP 1 130 for the requirements and 
instructions for requesting republishing of pregrant publications. 
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Conclusion 

10. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1. 136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, 
however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the date of this 
final action. 

1 1 . Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Peter J. Smith whose telephone number is 571-272-4101. The 
examiner can normally be reached on Mondays-Fridays 7:00am-3:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Heather R Herndon can be reached on 571-272-4136. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pak-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EEC) a. 866-2 ,7-9197 (toll-free). 
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